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RICHLAND COUNTY
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLGRANT

DIASTER RECOVERY PROGRAMA{UW®)BG
ACTION PLAN AMENDMENIT #

Substantial

HUDSubmissioate:June 262019
t NEPOARSR KSNB Aa | &adzyYl NB 2 T-DRIAtSN PG Thédtb set oficRanged O f
provided in this amendment relate to tHeederal Register Notice 593801.

Pursuant to the Management and Oversight of Funds identificitiéenFederal Register Notice dfine 9, 2016,
Richland County has submitted a projection of expendiiand an outcomes plan.

The following information describes the funding transfers between approved recovery activities contained in th
Action Plan and activities proposed in Action Plan AmendmentRhd.public review period exterd from
June 16 to June25". No comments wereaceivedduring this period.

ACTIONPLANAMENDMENTNUMBERY REALLOCATION BBNDS

2ND 3RD
APPROVED ACTION PLAN TOTAL INITIAL BUDGET BUDGET TOTAL
PROGRAM BUDGET BUDGET ALLOCATION NUMBER
ALLOCATION ALLOCATION ALLOCATION OF
(PROPOSED) IMPACTED
PROPERTIES

Administration (5%) $1,537,700 $1,175,000 $362,700 0
Planning (15%) 3,500,000 3,500,000 0 0
Single Family Owner Occup| 15 gg> 704 7,620,750 3,996,954 1,245,000 140
Program
HMGP Matclg Homeowner 2,435,000 1,680,000 0 755,000 66
Buyout Program
Small Rental Repair Prograr 0 2 000.000 0 (2,000,000) 0
Mobile Home Replacement| g 434 5gg 2,540,250 2,894,346 0 60
Units 1 1 1 L 1 1
Infrastruciure 3,000,000 3,000,000 0 0 2
Small Business Assistance 2 000.000 2 000.000 0 0 29
Program (BARINdHMGP BN AR
Match ¢ Commercial Buyout
Total $30,770,000.00 | $23,516,000.00 $7,254,000.00 0 297

Summary Revisions

Richland CountyCDBGDR Action Plan i
August 2016
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: ) TABLE OF CONTENTS
Page Section Revision
Number

TOC TOC UpdatedTable of Contentto reflect elimination of SRRP

Pg. 6 2 Deleted redundantanguage

Pg. 33 3.2 Included language describing why the SRRP was eliminated.

Pg. 3536 3.2 Updated tables

Pg. 37 3.2 Modified chart titles

Pg 39 341 ﬁgﬁg language including MHU replacement witick built construction
Included language referencing the installation of carbon monoxide detect

Pg 39 34.1 ”
addition to smoke detectors.

Pg. 40 341 C_hangel _the SFHRP total project funding fr&h7,052,30G0 $18,297,300
with addition of funds from cancelled SRRP
Addedlanguage clarifying that ADA improvements will be added upon

Pg 40 3.41
homeowner agreement/approval

Pg 40 341 Added language allowing MHU replacemémbccur on another piece of

property owned by the applicant.

Pg. 4142 3.4.1 Clarifiedprioritization toincrea® the efficiency of the program

Updatad funding capby residential recovery typeelocation assistange

Pg. 42 34.1 expenditure date

Updatad depariment providing direct oversight and number of homes fron
145 to 140

EliminatedSmall Rental Rehabilitation Progrdtransferred$755,000to
Pg. 4245 3.4.2 HMGP Residerati Buyout Match for URA needs a$il,245,000 to the Single
Family Housin&ehabilitation Program)

Revise funding amount to $2,435,000 with additiaf $755,000 from
elimination of SRR&d number of homes from 63 to 66

Pg. 42 3.4.1

Pg. 4647 343

Pg. 47 3.4.3 Updated completion date.

Pg. 52 3.6.1 Removel childand spousal support requirement

Pg. 53 3.6.1 Updatad Grant Size Limits and proposed programmatic startemdldates
Pg. 55 3.6.2 Updated completion date.

Pg. 59 4.3.6 Updatad appeals process

Pg. 73 5.3 Change RCCD to RCCkDegards to DOB verification

Pg. 7677 5.5.1 Updated internal monitoring process.

Pg. 79 5.6 Updated QPR public notification language

Pg. 84 5.9 Removel Administrative Assistant position.

Pg. 123127 Appendix B Updated tables
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RICHLAND COUNTY
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT

DIASTER RECOVERY PROGRAMA{UW®)BG
ACTION PLAN AMENDMENST #

Non-Substantial

HUDSubmissiomate:October 24 2018
t NEPOGARSR KSNB A& | adzyYl NE 2 F-DRiACtN R, I ThisESsat ofititangesi O
provided in this amendment relate to tHeederal Register Notice 593801.

Pursuant to the Management and Oversight of Funds identificitiéenFaleral Register Notice afune 9, 2016,
Richland County has submitted a projection of expenditures and an outcomes plan.
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Summary of Amendment Items

Summary Revisions

Page Section Revision
Number
Page 44 3.4.2 | Remove reference to 25% match
Page 45 3.4.2 | Add a sunset clause after a 6 month review of program activity.
Page46 3.4.3 | Grammatical correction and removal of ownership at time of storm
requirement.
Page 54 3.6.2 | Removal of ownership at time of storm requirement.
Richland CountyCDBGDR Action Plan Y
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RICHLAND COUNTY
COMMUNITYODEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT

DIASTER RECOVERY PROGRAMA{UW®)BG
ACTION PLAN AMENDMENT #2

Non-Substantial

HUDSubmissiomate:March 16, 2018
t NEGARSR KSNBE Aa | adzyYl NBE 2 FDRIAKISn PAK TreeebBdiset af 2hangds O K
provided in this amendment relate to tHeederal Register Notice 593801.

Pursuant to the Management and Oversight of Funds identificitiéenFederal Register Notice dfine 9, 2016,
Richland County has submitted a projection ofengiitures and an outcomes plan.
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Summary of Amendment Items

Summary Revisions

Page Section Revision

Number
Page 39 3.2 Table 11 updated to match expenditure projections.
Page 43 3.4 Removal of Housing Program Expenditure Schedule.
Page 47 3.4.1 | Proposed start/end date updated to match expenditure projections.
Page 50 3.4.2 | Proposed start/end date updated to match expenditure projections.
Page 52 3.4.3 | Proposed start/end date updated to match expenditure projections.
Page 53 3.5 Removal oPublic Infrastructure Expenditure Schedule.
Page 55 3.5.1 | Proposed start/end date updated to match expenditure projections.
Page 56 3.5.2 | Proposed start/end date updated to match expenditure projections.
Page 57 3.6 Removal of Economic Developmédfitpenditure Schedule.
Page 59 3.6.1 | Proposed start/end date updated to match expenditure projections.
Page 61 3.6.2 | Proposed start/end date updated to match expenditure projections.
Page 78 5.4 Revision of Timely Expenditures to reflect attaclpeojection tables.
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RICHLAND COUNTY
COMMUNITYDEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT
DIASTER RECOVERY PROGRAM-{UWBG
ACTION PLAN AMENDMENT #1

HUD Submission Date: November 3, 2016

t NEOARSR KSNB A& I &adzYYl NE 2 T -DR RSiorRaK. IThe FirSt et of éhanges OK f |
provided in this amendment relate to the second funding allocation of $7,254,000 which was provided to address
impacts from the October 2015 storm events.

Pursuant to the Grant Amendment Process identified in the Federasteedlotice of August 7, 2017, Richland
| 2dzyie KlFa O2yadzZ 6SR gA0GK OAGAT Syaszr adl]1SK2ft RSNRY f
Group and others to determine updates to its needs assessment. All comments have been incorporated|in
preparing this Action Plan Amendment Number 1, which allocates $6,891,300 or 95% in new funding not identified
in the approved Action Plan to the Single Family Housing Rehabilitation Program and proposes the followjng
program additions and modifications. Inditlon 5% or $362,700 of the new allocation would be utilized to
administer the secondary allocation.

The following information describes the funding transfers between approved recovery activities contained in the
Action Plan and activities proposed in iaatPlan Amendment # 1

ACTIONPLANAMENDMENTNUMBERL REALLOCATION &BNDS

APPROVED ACTION PLAN PROGRAM ToTAL INITIAL 2n0 TOTAL
BUDGET
BUDGET BUDGET NUMBER OF
ALLOCATION ALLOCATION ALLOCATION IMPACTED
(PROPOSED)
PROPERTIES
Administration (5%) $1,537,700 | $1,175,000 $362,700
Planning (15%) 3,500,000 3,500,000 0
Single Family Owner Occupied Program 11,617,704 7.620.750 3,096,954 140
HMGP Mgtch; Homeowner and 1,680,000 1,680,000 0 63
Commercial Buyout Program
Small Rental Repair Program 2,000,000 2,000,000 0 28
Mobile Home Replacement Units 5.434,596.00 2,540,250 2 894,346 60
Infrastructure 3,000,000 3,000,000 0 2
Small Business Assistance Program (BA 2,000,000 2,000,000 0 14
Total $30,770,000.00 | $23,516,000.00 $7,254,000.00 307

Ri

chland CountyCDBGEDR Action Plan
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SUMMARY OAMENDMENTTEMS

UMMARY OIREVISIONS

Page Section Revision
Number
Page 59 2 Added overview text and tables for additional funding.

Page 18 2.6.2

Update 2016 income limits with 2017 income limits on table.

Page 33 2.8.1

Updated StakeholddEngagement Summary to include more details and
record additional outreach efforts.

Page 40 3.2

Addition of Table 12 indicating funding summary

Page 41 3.2

Addition of Figure 5 indicating funding percentages by program

Pages

4347 3.4.1

Updates toSingle Family Homeowner Rehabilitation Program to include
removal of modular homes, revisions to award amounts, additiobf 2
allocation of funding and update ownership eligibility

Page 47 3.4.2

Insert verbiage clarifying stick built structures afigible.

Page 48 3.4.2

Removal of B bullet point from Program Description to remove
elderly/disabled from prioritization.

Page 49 3.4.2

Add property owner income requirement.

Page 49 3.4.2

Revision of Eligibility Requirements and Threshold Fatdothe Small Rentg
RehabilitatiorProgramto define120%AMIhouseholdncomerequirementfor
applicants.

Page 49 3.4.2

Revision to allow existing mortgages of SRRP applicants

Page 49| 3.4.2

Removal of bullet point 4 eliminating modular homes frehgibility and..

Page 50 3.4.2

Revision of 1" bullet point under Eligibility Requirements and Threshold
Factors to eliminate 25% match and include 120% AMI household incom

requirement

Page 50 3.4.2

Revise prioritization to eliminate elderly/disablpdoritization and include
first come first served.

Page 51 3.4.2

Included statement granting the county the right to exceed grant award li
if they feel it necessary.

Page 3.4.3
51-52

Change national objective from LMI household to LMI area benefit.

Page 52 3.4.3

Remove requirement that property must be principle place of residence.

Page 59 3.6.1

Change reference to SFHRP to BAP.

Page 61 3.6.2

Revise CDBG Eligibility and National Objective from LMI household incot
eligibility to LMI area benefit.

Page 83 551

Add statement regarding monitoring for new funding allocation.

Page 86 5.7

Remove 3 bullet point referencing sending electronic notifications to

applicants.

Richland CountyCDBGDR Action Plan

August 2016
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Page Section Revision
Number
Page 86 5.7 Revise # Bullet Point to include all applicants
Page 89 5.9 Update staffing table to indicate merger of cost estimator and inspectors.
Page 89 5.9 Remove case managers from county staff list
Page 90 5.9 Update staffing descriptions
Richland CountyCDBGDR Action Plan X
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SECTION 1INTRODUCTION

On September 27, 2015, Hurricane Joaq(doaquin) developed over the
Atlantic Ocean and strengthened into a Category 4 hurricane over the follo\
several days. One of the largest storms to ever strike South Carolina, Jo.
brought historical rainfall and freshwater flooding throughout Riodl&€ounty

before dissipating on October 7, 2015. Unprecedented rainfall and the resu

$23 million in CDBE&R
Funding has been awarded
Richland County, South
Carolinato

1,000 year flood event created major public safety threats and wrou @A8EAI D O [ AAO AAI

considerable damage throughout the County including the destruction  unmet housing, economic
homes, businesses, inBawcture, public facilities, and the impairment of th development, and
local and regional economy. On October 5, 2015, in response to these img  infrastructure needs that
the President issued a major disaster declaration under the authority of = resulted from thousands of
Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and EmeecgeAssistance Act, 42 Unite. homes and small businesses
{GdFrG§Sa /2RS o! ®o{ ®/ ®06 pmum Si &aSljo AAET ¢ AAI ACAAINR

In the wake of this historical flood event, Richland County immediately began the long and arduous process| of

rebuilding. Over the weeks and months that followed, Ricthi@ounty departments, with support from numerous
organizations and volunteers, undertook a series of critical emergency response and recovery efforts. V
guantities of debris were removed from roads, streams, and property throughout the County whiletiasse
infrastructure including roads, utilities, and municipal facilities were repaired. Concurrently, public health an
safety issues were identified and addressed including emergency sheltering, temporary housing, medi
attention, provision of househdlnecessities, drinking water protection, housing repairs, and counselling among
YIye 20KSNE® 5S8aLIAGS GKS&AS STFF2NIlaz GKS NRBIFIR G2
unaddressed throughout the County.

In response to the magnitude atmaining recovery needs, The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban

Aast

cal

T d:

Development (HUD) Secretary Julidn Castro announced on February 29, 2016, that $157 million in Community

Development Block Grant Disaster Recovery (CDBYFunds would be provided to ShuEarolina communities,

including $23.5 million to Richland County. These resources provide a critically important opportunity to continue

recovery efforts in Richland County, and are intended to

AXKSELI G2 YSSG NBYIFAYAYI dzy Yédinfrstrudtzirg peads thad @il ok O
(K2dal yRE 2F K2YS& FyR &aYFif o0daAySaasa o

Richland County, South Carolina has prepared this Action Plan as required by HUD to guide the expenditur
$23,516,000 in CDBER fundinga assist the most impacted and distressed areas resulting from the presidentially
declared flooding disaster of October 2015. This Action Plan assesses remaining unmet housing, infrastruct
and economic needs, and presents a series of programs andcggdje maximize the recovery and resilience
potential of this important resource.

1.1 Purpose and Authorization of the CDBG -DR Action Plan

C
SAy3 RIYI3

Section 420 of the Transportation, Housing and Urban Development, and Related Agencies Appropriations Act,

2016 (Pub. L114¢ 113, approved December 18, 2015) (Appropriations Act) provides up toriB@th to assist
communities in recovering from major disaster declarations in 2015. Funding is made available through the CD
DR program and is intended for necessary expsmstated to disaster relief, loAgrm recovery, restoration of
infrastructure and housing, and economic revitalization in the most impacted and distressed areas resulting fra

Richland County CDBBR Action Plan 1
August 2016
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a major disaster declared in 2015, pursuant to the Robert T. Stafford Digsdief and Emergency Assistance Act
of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 5121 seq).

Utilizing the best available data, HUD determined significant unmet recovery needs in Richland County, South

Carolina, and has provided notice of a direct allocation of $23,516,0QMding to address impacts related to
Hurricane Joaquin and adjacent storm systems. The Appropriations Act requires that funds be used only
specific disasterelated purposes, and requires that prior to the obligation of funds a grantee shall subhait a p
detailing the proposed use of all funds within 6 years. To comply with HUD requirements, this Action PI

RSAONAOGSAa wiAOKE YR [/ 2dzy e DR fudds thaddrSsSudmetrdusingdaifrastructlra, y| 3

and economic development needsthin the most impacted areas resulting from severe flooding and storms.

Richland County received HUD approval for its CDBG Disaster Recovery Action Plan on November 16, 2016 (
Law 1143). The Action Plan described the allocation of $23,516,000rdgrams designed to address unmet

needs resulting from the October 2015 Storm/Flood Event, primarily focusing on rehabilitation of single family
residences that meet low to moderate income criteria along with infrastructure and commercial business needs.

for

Publit

This is the first Action Plan Amendment requested by Richland County and is in accordance with the requirements

established by HUD in Federal Register dated August 7, 2017(Public L-84),1dhich allocated an additional
$7,254,000 to Richland County fdsdster recovery assistance.

¢KS ' OlGA2y tfly {dzoadlydAiArt ! YSYRYSyYy(d ol m0 gAff

website (Returning Home) at http://rcgov.us/floodrecovery. Two public meetings describing program
modifications and addibns were held on October 12 and 16, 2017 at Decker Center, 2500 Decker Blvd; and

Garners Ferry Adult Activity Center (8620 Garners Ferry Road) respectfully, both frofi3im. A Public
Notice announcing the meeting was advertised on our County webdihe State Newspaper, marketed
advertisement to the digitally disconnected and other local media outlets. Written comments on the propose

Action Plan Amendment will be accepted via U.S. mail; hand delivery to the Community Development Department
or CDB®R Flood Recovery Office located at 2020 Hampton Street, Columbia SC and on the Returning Home

website for 14 days from October 2, 2017 through close of business October 16, 2017. All comments will be gi
the same consideration regardless of the mettaddgubmission.

1.2 Planning, Coordination, and Consistency

ven

Richland County developed This Action Plan with the participation and support of numerous County departments

and community and stakeholder organizations, as well as coordination with relevant feddratate entities.
While Richland County is the primary entity responsible for management of-DBB@nding, these participating
organizations were essential partners and provided information throughout the planning process and also help

ensure consistecy with other local and regional planning efforts. The programs and activities outlined within this

Action Plan have been designed to be consistent with key planning documents including:

W Richland County Comprehensive Plan
W Richland County CDBG Consoliddé&h
() Richland County Intermediate Recovery Plan
() Richland County Capital Improvement Plan
Richland CountyCDBGDR Action Plan 2
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Richland County worked closely with several key groups throughout the development of this Action Plan, including
the Richland; Lexington County Long Term Recov@rpup (LTRG), Richland County Disaster Recovery Working
Group (Working Group), and the Blue Ribbon Advisory Committee (Advisory Committee). These groups brought a
wealth of local knowledge and resources to the process and assisted with the assessmemebhards and
development of the most effective recovery programs. These groups fostered collaboration, ensured regional
consistency, and promoted stakeholder engagement throughout the development of this Action Plan.
Coordination with each of these groupkso allowed Richland County to establish open communication channels
and relationships that will support implementation of recovery activities. Each group is described below.

Richland z Lexington Long Term Recovery Group

The major local and national veoltary organizations active in disaster (VOAD) in the Midlands region have
collaborated to form the RichlangiLexington County LTRG. United Way was selected by the participating VOADs
to organize and facilitate the process and to provide support staffihg. LTRG organization follows a national
best practice in how volunteer organizations work together to coordinate their recovery activities in order to
promote effectiveness and efficiencies, reduce duplicative services, and prevent residents with reeads fr
dropping through the cracks.

Richland County Disaster Recovery Working Group

The Richland County Disaster Recovery Working Group (Working Group) provided oversight and strategic
direction throughout the preparation of this Action Plan. The Working Gomuysisted of representatives of the
following County departments:

1 Richland Countpdministration 1 Richland County Finan&eepartment

1 Richland County Clerk 6buncil 1 Richland County AssessdDffice

f Richland County Legakpartment 1 Richland County Public Works

1 Richland County Emergency Services Department
Department 1 Richland County Planning and

1 Richland County Sheriflepartment InspectiondDepartment

1 RichlandCounty Community 1 Richland CountfProcurement
DevelopmenDepartment Department

1 Richland County UtilitieBepartment 1 Richland County Information

Technology (Gl®epartment

1 Richland County Publicformation
Office

The Working Group participated in meetings on an approximatelyelekly basis during the plan development
and were responsible fdrelping to provide historical and local context to the disaster and any related data and
information relevant to their areas of responsibility. The Working Group offguedance related to their field of
expertise, assistance with public outreach, andtipgration in the development of programs and projects funded
through the CDB®R program.

The Working Group also provided assistance to ensure that recovery activities are feasible and consistent with
other local and regional efforts. When establishinglgoand identifying recovery programs and projects, the
Richland County Work Group met regularly to verify consistency with other planning and related departmentgal
efforts.

Richland CountyCDBGDR Action Plan 3
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Richland County Blue Ribbon Advisory Committee
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The Blue Ribbon Advisory Commit{@elvisory Committee) consists of local stakeholders who form a diverse and
knowledgeable representation of the County and its local communities. The Advisory Committee met throughout
the development of the Action Plan and operated in an advisory capfitthe Working Group and County
Council. The Advisory Committee included representatives from numerous stakeholder groups including:

1 Richland County Governme®fficials 1 VOADs

1 Richland Countgnunicipalities 1 South Carolina Department of Emergency
1 Gills Creek Watershelssociation Management

1 SustainabléMidlands T Lower Richlan@ounty

1 ConservatiorCommission f UnderservedPopulations

The Advisory Committee was charged with helping to steer the overall direction of the Action Plan and ensuring
that as manystakeholder groups and interests would be included in the planning process as possible. Throughqut
the process, the Advisory Committee supported public engagement strategies, identified unmet needs, and
assisted with identification and prioritization ofqrams and projects proposed for CDB®& funding.

Richland CountyCDBGDR Action Plan 4
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SECTION 2UNMET NEED ASSESSMEN
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covered by other public and private funding sources. While recovery efiaxts continued without interruption

since October, many impacts remain unaddressed due to several primary factors including: the profound extent

and diversity of the damages to housing, infrastructure, and the economy; the unigque conditions and
vulnerabihk 1 A Sa 2F wWAOKflFYyR /2dzyieQa NBaARSyida | yR 0dzaj

y €

This unmet need assessment provides essential information to better understand the most impacted areas and

populations in the County, and guides demhent of the most effective recovery programs and priorities.

tKAd aSOGA2y RSaAaONROSA WAOKfIFYR [/ 2dzyie@Qa LINBtAYAY!

October severe storm and flooding disaster (DR 4241). When major disasters ocguifieast amount of data

and information must be collected and analyzed from numerous agencies, departments, and organizations.

Accessing and compiling information on impacts and recovery resources can be a significant challenge due
varylng quality, a\nmblllty, formatting, and timing of different sources. Estimates of unmet needs are based or

to

GKS o0Sad I@rAtrotS AYyF2N¥YIGA2Y |a 2F ! dz3dzad wnwmgsz

recovery gaps. This assessment should be considertidng document that will be updated as additional
information becomes available.

Unmet needs were estimated through a comparison of financial impacts of the qualified disaster event with
subsequent recovery funding that has been received or is ant@ihdthis assessment incorporates data from the
following key sources:

Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Individuals and Household Assistance Program (IHP)
FEMA Public Assistance Program (PA)

Small Business Administration (SBA)

National Flood Insance Program (NFIP)

Richland County Departmental reports and studies

Engineering estimates

National Atmospheric and Oceanic Administration (NOAA)

United States 2010 Decennial Census

2014 American Community Survey (ACS)

Public and Stakeholder outreach amgfiback.

=8 =4 =4 =4 =8 =8 -8 -8 -8 8

This assessment is organized into three main categories: Housing, Infrastructure, and Economic Development.
Identifying and documenting the needs across these three core areas allowed the County to strategically allocate

limited resources to addss the most critical recovery needs while also making proactive resilience investments
to minimize impacts of future flood events.

OVERVIEW

Richland County received HUD approval for its CDBG Disaster Recovery Action Plan on November 16, 2016 (Publit
Law114-3). The Action Plan described the allocation of $23,516,000 to programs designed to address unmet

needs resulting from the October 2015 Storm/Flood Event, primarily focusing on rehabilitation of single family
residences that meet low to moderate incorngteria along withinfrastructure and commercial business needs.

This is the first Action Plan Amendment requested by Richland County and is in accordance with the requirements

established by HUD in Federal Register dated August 7, 2017(Public L-84),1d/&ich allocates an additional
$7,254,000 to Richland County for disaster recovery assistance.

Richland CountyCDBGDR Action Plan 5
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modifications and additions were held on October 12 and 16, 2017 at Decker Center, 2500 Decker Blvd; and

Garners Ferry Adult Activity Center (8620 Garners Ferry)Reagectfully, both from 5:3@:00 pm. A Public

Notice announcing the meeting was advertised on our County website, The State Newspaper, marketed

advertisement to the digitally disconnected and other local media outlets. Written comments on the propose

)|

Action Plan Amendment will be accepted via U.S. mail; hand delivery to the Community Development Department

or CDB@®R Flood Recovery Office located at 2020 Hampton Street, Columbia SC and on the Returning H

website for 14 days from October 2, 2017 thgbuclose of business October 16, 2017. All comments will be given

the same consideration regardless of the method of submission.

Initially, Richland County identified a total of $251,934,883.81 in unmet recovery ne@dishese needs, housing

assistance was identified as the largest area of unmet need followed by infrastructure, and then economnjic

development.

Table 1 provides a summary of original estimated unmet needs in Richland County across the core area
housing infrastructure, and economic development.

Table 1 - Unmet Needs Summary

Damage/Need AssistanceReceived/Anticipated Unmet Need
Housing $271,206,792 $77,094,925.06 $194,111,866.94
Infrastructure $52,800,594.43 $6,667,982.93 $46,132,611.50
Economidevelopment $36,213,959.50 $24,523,554.13 $11,690,405.37

$360,221,345.93 $108,286,462.12 $251,934,883.81

This Substantial Amendment (#1) describes the status of current programs and provides justification for t
additional allocation funding to address unmet safe, sanitary and affordable housing needs. After the initi
appropriation of $23,516,000.00 in 2016, the County determined an additional $57.5 million would be needed
meet the challenges of the Octobe®®5 flood event. The 2nd allocation approved was $7,254,000.00. To that
end, the 2015 Unmet Needs Assessment for these new funds take into account the need from 2 years remg
the same in 2017. In addition, the County has a full team of staff that hastaiveed individual contact weeks
FFGSN) GKS wnmp ad2NyY (2 yR GKNRdAAK2dzi wamt Aydl
Information Officer continues to advertise and seek new venues of outreach to the digitally disconnected.
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2017 to June 15, 2017. In addition, a prioritization was completed using qualifiers such as very low income;
disabled house member; elderly; ite K NB I § Sy Ay3 O2yRAGA2yar SGO0O®2¢ KA & QAN

¢ KS KAIKSAG LINA2NRGAME oBENSE SadGlrof AAaKSR F2N m! mQ3
For additional clarification, the ranking criteria are:

1 Extremely Low Income or 30 and below LMI

f 31-80% LMI AND Livingwitha kifeK NB I 6§ Sy Ay 3 [/ 2y RAGAZ2Y A oO0wSldzA NBa
1 31-80% LMI and Disabled

1 31-80% LMI and Elderly 1A1 = All 4 Criteria

1A2 = 3 of 4 Criteria

1A3 = 2 of 4 Criteria

1A4 = LMI and Lif€hreatening 1A5 = LMI and Disabled

1A6 = LMI and Elderly

1A7 = Extremely Low Income

1B = 30% and below Only OR&®P6 LMI ancChild under age of 5; OR LMI and Single Parent Household OR LM
and Veteran

1C = 80% and below LMI 2 =BA0% LMI

As of 8/30/17, the below reflected the single family housing intake status:

CDBG-DR SFR Intake Status g >
N

vty | stckbuik | Moblle Home | Total
1A1 31 9 40

1A2 89 41 130
1A3 97 26 123
144 25 & 3l
1A5 17 5 22
1A6 21 2 23
1A7 8 3 11
1B 19 4 23

1c 19 3 22

2 73 3 76
Ineligible 74 575

Rxhiard Dousty Bus Ritbon Commities
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Prioritization addition made as requested at

Public Hearing$or Substantial Amendment

Richland County's Two-Tiered Priority System

« 1A: “Extremely Low" Income OR LM| and one
of the following: Elderly; Disabled; and/or Life
. . Threatening Conditions
Pr|0r|ty 1 s 1B: “Very Low” Income OR LMI and one of the
following: Veteran; Child; and/or Single-Parent
Family
* 1C: “Low” Income

* Household Gross Annual Income DOES

Prio rity 2 NOT fall into HUD's “Low,” “Very Low”
or “Extremely Low"” categories

2.1 Disaster Impact Overview

The flooding event that impacted the State of South Carolina from October 1 through 5 was unprecedente
damaging thousands of homes and destroying significant infrastructure including roads, bridgesadd levees.

Richland County was at the center of this federally declared disaster and was severely impacted by freshwg
flooding. As flood waters inundated low lying areas throughout the County, homes underwent considerab
damage, and for some, congpe destruction. The severe storms resulted in a multitude of other impacts including

damage to both public and private property, public service interruptions, and impairment of the regional

economy. Richland County was one of the most impacted arehs iitate, with many residents unable to remain

in their homes or access businesses or facilities that provide food, water, medical care, and other basic nee
Other citizens who rely on wells for their drinking water experienced well head breaches amadhaation of

their essential drinking water.

On October 4, 2015, Richland County received more than 20 inches of rainfall as a result of the developmen
Hurricane Joaquin off the Atlantic coast. This considerable rainfall over a short period of ditve@d dangerous
flood conditions that impacted numerous communities in the Southeast, North, Northeast, and Northwes
portions of the unincorporated areas of Richland County. While Hurricane Joaquin did not make landfall over t
State, the convergence @feather events with local conditions resulted in severe storms producing record rainfall
over a 5day period. The 21.24 inches of rain has been classified as ayle806torm event breaking all historical
rainfall records for the State including the @(Dyear estimate of 13.80 inches. While the storm soaked the region

Richland CountyCDBGDR Action Plan 8
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for several days, the heaviest rainfall occurred between October 3rd and 4th, resulting in a FEMA disaster

declaration on October 5th (DR241).

Following the flood event, assistance fraraditional recovery programs such as FEMA, SBA, and NFIP, as well as
non-profits, have made many recovery projects possible. Despite this assistance, however, extensive unmet

NEO2@OSNE ySSRa NBYFAY GKNRdAAK2dzZi KS comBirday with ¢the w A

OK

unprecedented flood event resulted in impacts that far exceed available assistance. Of greatest concern is that

the extent of damages resulted in many critical recovery needs not addressed by or not eligible for traditional

recovery prgrams. The lack of adequate recovery assistance has left significant numbers of residents and business

owners without the help they need. In particular, many structures outside of the floodplain and without flood
insurance were damaged, thousands of residewere denied assistance or received minimal assistance,

numerous delayed impacts occurred after deadlines for assistance, infrastructure repairs and resiliency projects

require additional funding, and considerable economic needs likely remain.
2.2 Unmet Need Summary

Through the review of best available data and informatiichland County identified a total 0$$251,934,883.81

in unmet recovery needsOf these needs, housing assistance was identified as the largest area of unmet need

followed byinfrastructure, and then economic development. It is critical to understand that these figures should

only be considered as initial estimates based on the available information at the time this plan was developed.

Many impacts are very difficult or impobi to quantify and others cannot be identified at this time due to

missing data. As such, the figures presented in this section are to be considered only as preliminary estimates [and

not as definitive facts regarding the true unmet needs in the County.

Teble 2 provides a summary of estimated unmet needs in Richland County across the core areas of housipg,

infrastructure, and economic development.

Table 2 - Unmet Need Summary

Assistance
Recovery Area Damage/Need Received/Anticipated Unmet Need
Housing $271,206,792 $77,094,925.06 $194,111,866.94 ‘
Infrastructure $52,800,594.43 $6,667,982.93 $46,132,611.50 \
Economic Development $36,213,959.50 $24,523,554.13 $11,690,405.37 \
Totals $360,221,345.93  $108,286,462.12 | $251,934,883.81 |

2.3 Funding Assistance Received or Expected

While the impacts of the disaster far outweigh the available funding, Richland County greatly appreciates the

contributions and resources provided by the numerous organizations that have assisted with orggoinery
efforts. Assistance from these recovery partners has allowed for completion of a number of critically important

projects including home repairs, social services, infrastructure repairs, and well disinfection among many others.

Additional details related to thessompleted and ongoing recovery efforts are provided in Section 2.9.

Richland CountyCDBGDR Action Plan 9
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Table 3 z Summary of Financial Assistance Received or Anticipated
Economic
Assistance Proc.;ram Housing Infrastructure| Development Total
FEMA IA $19,616,108.43 $19,616,108.43
FEMA PA $2,999,892.43 $2,999,892.43

FEMA Hazard Mitigation Grant $4,437,365.63 $2,668,126.50 $2,826,838.13 $9,932,329.76
Program (HMGP)

SBA $38,944,000 $16,800,800 $55,744,800
NFIP $13,541,451 $13,541,451
Richland Restores (CDBG) $300,000 $300,000
State Insurance Reserve Fund $256,000 $256,000
State FEMA Match $999,964 $999,964
Agriculture Insurance payments ant $4,813,047 $4,813,047
deductibles

Disaster Unemployment Assistance $82,869 $82,869

Total Assistanc&eceived $77,094,925.06 $6,667,982.93 $24,523,554.13 $108,286,462.12

2.4 Demographic Profile of Impacted Areas

A demographic profile of Richland County is presented below that summarizes key characteristics of t
population including potential risk factorand vulnerabilities. During recovery planning, it is important to
understand the underlying characteristics of the population in the impacted areas in order to ensure that recove
programs are responding to the unique conditions of the community andakielents in need of assistance. Due
to the widespread flooding, residents of all demographics and income levels in the County were impacted.
reflect this, the following profile includes information for all of Richland County.

2.4.1 Total Population and Age

According to the 2010 U.S. Census, Richland County had a total population of 384,504 people residing in 145
households with an average household size of 2.43. The median age of County residents in 2010 was 32.6
22.8% of the population under the agé 18 and 9.8% over the age of 65. These figures indicate that Richlang
County residents are generally younger than the State as a whole which, as of 2010, had a median age of 37.9
a smaller percentage of residents over 65 years of age (Bable

Table 4 z County and State Population and Age Statistics

U.S. Census 2010
Pop. % Pop. % Pop. | Median
Municipality Total 65+ 65+ Pop. <18 <18 Age

Richland County 384,504 37,541 9.8 87,553 22.8 32.6

State of South Carolina 4,625,364 631,874 13.7 1,080,474 23.4 37.9
Source: Census 2010 (U.S. Census Bureau);
Note: Pop. =population
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2.4.2 Race, Ethnicity, and Language
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American (45.9%). Other races include Asian (2.2%), American Indian and Alaskan Native (0.3%), Native Hawaiiar

and Other Pacific Islander (0.1%)2 YS 2 0KSNJ NI OS o6mod@:0 yR (g2 2
population also includes 18,637 Hispanic or Latino residents who account for approximately 4.8% of t
population. As evidenced by Taldgthe racial composition of the County diféefirom the State as a whole, with

the largest difference being the larger percentage of Black or African American residents in Richland County t
in the State.

Table 5 z Richland County Race and Ethnicity

U.S. Census 2010

o Black Or | Americalndian Native Hawaiiar Two

Hispanic African andAlaska and Other Some Or
Area Or Latino White | American Native Asian | Pacificlslander| Other Race| More

Richland 18,637 181,974 176,538 1,230 (0.3%) 8,548 425 7,358 8,431
County (4.8%)  (47.3%)  (45.9%) (2.2%)  (0.1%) (1.9%) (2.2%)
State of South 235,682 3,060,000 1,290,684 19,524 (.4%) 59,051 2,706 (0.1%) 113,464 79,935
Carolina (G.1%)  (66.2%)  (27.9) (1.3%) (2.5%) (1.7%)

Source: 2010 Decennial Census

According to the ACS, 91.6% of Richland dzy' G @ Q& LJ2 LJdz [ GA2y &LISIF] 2yt @
language other than English. The most prevalent language spoken in the County other than English is Spa
which is spoken by 3.4% of the population (12,712 residents). The ACS estimbBea%dpercent of the residents
ALKl 9y3aftrak afSaa GKIy @GSNE oSt oé

2.4.3 Education

'd GKS GAYS 2F GKS wamn '/ {Z
or had a higher level of education and training, and 37.6% had tofn
education and training.
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2.5 Vulnerable and Special Needs Populations

When conducting recovery efforts, it is essential to accurately identify potential vulnerable populations in the

study area. These populations ctate unique challenges and have more difficulty responding to hazard events

than the general population due to physical and financial capabilities, health concerns, and location and qual

of their housing, among other factors. For the purposes of thiaming process, vulnerable populations include

children; elderly; lowincome; the physically, developmentally, or mentally disabled; the homeless; and the
medically dependent.

2.5.1 Children and Elderly

Households with children or elderly residents may expergeadditional vulnerabilities during disaster events and
subsequent recovery efforts. Limited mobility, required medicine, physical ailments, or fragility all increase th
safety risks for these individuals and their family members in emergency situafisrssich, ensuring that these
households have access to information, resources, and quality housing stock to allow for sheltering in place
LINA 2 NRA G & T2 NJ w-hefnkpiiblicysatety/artd doyhinéniydesiliedey. 3
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As of 2014, 28.6% (41,951 hobuséds) of households in the County had at least 1 child, and 22.2% (32,524

households) included at least one person 65 years or older. In addition, 8.7% (12,788 households) of households

were made up of people 65 years or older living alone, which crestexs greater vulnerability.

2.5.2 Economic Hardship

Financial hardships can have-faaching implications for residents and especially for young families and the
younger workforce. A household that experiences financial difficulties may find it challengimpassible to
make necessary repairs or investments that can increase safety and resilience. According to the 2014 ACS

the

median household income in the County was $50,028. A total of 17.2 percent of the population were considered

below the poverty linen 2014; 5.2% received Supplemental Security Income; 1.4% received cash pub

ic

assistance; and 13.9% received Food Stamps and Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) benefits.

HUD considers families that pay more than 30% of their income for lptsibe cost burdened, and as a result,

likely to experience significant economic hardship. These individuals are likely to have amplified recovery needs

due to a lack of resources to invest in improvements to increase preparedness, property proteatioecaevery.
Among current homeowners with a mortgage in Richland County, the 2014 ACS reports that 27.1% spend m

ore

than 30% of their income on monthly housing costs. Among renters, 53.6% spend more than 30% of their income

on monthly housing costs, whidhdicates a significant group of people with serious economic hardship. In

addition, the Richland County 202P16 CDBG Consolidated Plan reported existence of 6,100 moderately of

severely cost burdened elderly owner and renter households, and ovehalh¢3,365) of these were severely

cost burdened. Many of these households (4,450) appear to be householders living alone, as they are counted as

non-family, elderly.

Residents with Disabilities

Residents with disabilities or mental disorders may have irsg@avulnerabilities during disaster events and

subsequent recovery efforts. The nature and extent of the disabilities in the County vary greatly, making a full

understanding of the needs of this population very difficult to determine. However, it is inipeta use available
information to help identify and address the potential recovery needs of the current population with disabilities

According to the 2014 ACS survey, 44,435 civilians (11.8% of the population) have a disability in Richland County.

Of these individuals, 2,370 are children and 15,786 are over the age of 65. Children and elderly with disabiliti

are even more vulnerable and must be included in the planning and implementation of disaster recovery and

resiliency initiatives. In addition, €mRichland County 2032016 CDBG Consolidated Plan reports an estimated
23,070 persons with severe mental disorders, an estimated 9,613 developmentally disabled persons, and
estimated 20,600 persons with a physical disability in the County.

Homeless Population

Richland County faces significant problems associated with homelessness and prevention of homelessness.
homeless population in the area continues to increase due in part to ongoing high unemployment, continuir]
effects of the recent recessiomnd exacerbating impacts of the recent disaster. The homeless population
encompasses a broad range of individuals and families with special needs.

According to the Richland County 262@16 Consolidated Plan for Housing and Community Development, 1,621

persons in the 14&ounty Midlands Area Consortium for the Homeless (MACH) were identified in 2011 as homeless
under the HUD definition, and nearly half (43.3%) were living unsheltered. Of the 1,621 people identified as

homeless, 71.3% were Africdtmerican ad 25.7% were Caucasian, with smaller percentages of Hispanic and

es

an

The
g

other racial groups identified. Families with children comprised a quarter (24.9%) of those homeless, and 26.56%

Richland CountyCDBGDR Action Plan 12
August 2016




WD Cp
& %
&

) Unmet Need Assessment

o, N/
2> &
& cans,

of adults surveyed were identified as having a disability, with many having than one disability. Of the 14
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is 65.7 percent of the homeless in the region.

The atrisk population of persons and families in danger of Imicy homeless are primarily the individuals or
families with limited income who are facing immediate eviction and cannot identify another residence or shelte
Data from 2009 indicated presence of 9,445 renter and 4,210 owner households in the extrematzdme
group in Richland County experiencing a cost burden from their housing costs, many of whom are facing a se
cost burden. Averaging 2.4 persons per household, this represents over 33,000 people. These-irerynev
households are at the greaderisk of becoming homeless.

2.6 Housing

CKAE 480GA2Yy RSEONROGSE WAOKEIYR /2dzydeQda ARSYGATA

unmet housing need of $194,111,866.94.

Assistance
Recovery Area Damage/Need Received/Anticipated Unmet Need
Housing $271,206,792 $77,094,925.06 $194,111,866.94

2.6.1 Housing Damage Summary

5FYF3Sa (2 GKS /2dzyieQa Kz2dzaAy3d adaz201 6SNB Fyz2y3
storms and flooding. Thousands of homes of all types wlamaged or destroyed by the widespread rain and
flooding, including single family and mefiéimily units, owner and renter properties, mobile homes, and public
housing units. Based on the best available data, it is estimated that, at minimum, 10,000 lacheting both
owner and renter occupied units, were damaged during the October 2015 flood.

As heavy rains and deep flood waters rushed over low lying areas, property damages included impacts
foundations, enclosures, framing, interior walls, essemyatems (heating, venting, and air conditioning [HVAC],
electrical, sewer/water, etc.), windows and doors, as well as the loss of personal belongings and other househ
items. The storm also resulted in contamination of hundreds of private wells thairezhjdisinfection services
due to Coliform/E. Coli contamination.

Because the flooding and damage occurred over such a large portion of the County, residents of all demograp
and income levels were affected. For many, the extent of damage left thenmeutwalive in their homes for weeks

or months. Nearly a year after the event, some residents are still unable to return to their homes due to the exte
of damage and lack of financing to make repairs. While some impacted households were able to aistassess
from FEMA, SBA, private insurance, fuoafit assistance, or other sources, many only received funding to
complete basic repairs and are now living in homes with critical safety and quality of life issues.

It is important to note that housing impgcfrom the October storm event were not limited to the days and weeks
immediately following the flood. The quantity of flood water saturated both soils and homes so extensively tha
landscapes and property conditions continued to change well after thieliibod event. Shifting soils, altered
landscapes, and lingering moisture have caused a variety of delayed impacts including mold, sinking foundatic
compromised root systems, and falling tree damage, among others. Importantly, many of these ingoacted
after the registration deadline for FEMA assistance.

Richland CountyCDBGDR Action Plan 13
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To estimate the financial damages from these numerous impacts, Richland County gathered the best availgble

data from federal, state and local resources. These resources include damage asseffemefeideral agencies
and county departments, as well as information gathered from-pmfit organizations and through public
outreach.

FEMA Damage Assessment

C9a! Qa4 LYRAGARIzZ-f& |YyR | 2dzaSK2f Ra t NP 3INJ Yerstahdithe?d LINI
locations and extents of damages in the County. The IHP is one of the primary federal sources of recovery
assistance, and provides damage assessments, known as Full Verified Loss (FVL) estimates, for eligible housghold:

As of June 2016, 20,27households had registered for FEMA IHP assistance. Of these applicants, damage
assessments were conducted for 10,016 (8,744 homeowners and 1,269 renters) homes, tathiet!
approximately $18 million in real property verified losses and $4 million inrg@nal property verified losses for
a total of $22 million in FVL and an average FVL of $2,206.

LYLRNIIyGftesr (4KSaS FAIdz2NBE& dzy RSNBAGAYFGS GKS {N&x
represent the costs to fully rehabilitate a home to jite-disaster conditions. While a useful component of the

zS

dzy YSG ySSRa lylfearas (GKSaS FTA3Idz2NBa NB ftAYAGSR (2

Fdzy QliA2yAy3d O2yRAGAZ2YDE ¢KSAS Said A yisdteld fSrFEMAfordtdse R Y
were denied a damage assessment.

NFIP Claims

The National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) provides additional information regarding locations and extents
damages in the County. As of August 2016, 362 claims had beethfdedh the NFIP, and a total of $13,541,451

had been provided to Richland County residents. The average claim amount to date has been $37,510.9. When
comparing the 362 total NFIP claims with the more than 10,000 homes with assessed damages from FEMA, it

becomes clear that a significant number of homes in the County were damaged that did not have flood insurance.

Figure 1 below shows FEMA FVLs and NFIP Claims grouped by zip code. This information assists in identifying the

geographic areas most impacted tiwe storm.
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Figure 1 - FEMA FVLs and NFIP Claims Grouped by Zip Code

FEMAFVL | NFIP Claims

$6,628,381.23  $2,767,187

$4,689,786.76  $3,099,196
$2,524,182.39  $2,245,673
$1,379,310.64  $986,054
$1,322,351.80  $490,292
$1,292,347.44  $859,723
$1,126,155.77 $1,344,018
$891,297.45 $682,035
$810,048.22 $87,277
$408,823.35 $266,347
$327,169.96 $253,987
$202,907.00 $58,163
$180,344.35 $303,771
$120,709.32 $54,319
$80,491.70 $0.00
$77,394.74 $3,909

$15,979.27 $39,500

$0.00 $0.00

Small Business Administration (SBA) Loans

SBA loans are another key source of information for estimating unmet needs. Unlike FEMA damage inspectid
SBAdamage assessments and loans represent the full damage to the home and the amount necessary to fi
repair it back to prestorm conditions. For this reason, SBA data are typically used to calculate an average rebu
cost and unmet needs. As of Septemi2016, SBA had provided $38,944,000 in low interest loans for
homeowners. Unfortunately, information regarding the total number of loans approved and individual loar]
amounts was not available at the time this plan was developed.

Special Hazards Flood Area Damage Assessment

An additional source of information for estimating damages and homes with unmet needs was provided by
assessment of all 1,700 structures located in the Special Hazards Flood Area (SFHA). The assessment, perfq
by Richland County, wiitsupport from FEMA contractors, identified 179 homes in the floodplain with substantial
damage (greater than 50% damaged) totaling more than $17 million, and a total of 425 homes with varying lev
of damage for a total of $31,713,194 and an average dpntd $74,619. These figures were used to complement
other available damage estimates and provide additional insight into the number and severity of damages in t
County. These estimates, however, only represent a small portion of damages in the Cstimty, @o not include

the large number of homes located outside of the floodplain that underwent damage during the storm.

Figure 2 illustrates the damaged residential structures located in the SFHA.

Richland CountyCDBGDR Action Plan 15
August 2016

ns,

ity
Id

AN
prme

els




WRND Co
\Gz‘ P\

) Unmet Need Assessment

5 <
2, S
2,
2 CaRSS

Figure 2 - Damaged Residential Structures Located in the Special Flood Hazard Area

Damaged Residential Structures located in the Special Flood Hazard Area [

@ 50% 10 100% Damaged Resicental Stuctures in the SFHA
< 10% o 49% Damaged Residential Structurss in the SFHA

16
Miles

2.6.2 Impacts on Low and Moderate Income Households

HUD requires that at a minimum, 70% of the total ClIBGfunds benefit households of low to moderate income
(LMI). LMI limits are determined by HUD basedhi@nArea Median Income of the County, and are categorized by
YdzYo SN 2F LISNER2ya Ay GKS TFlrYAfed [alL K2dzaSK2f R&
Median Income. For fiscal year 2016 in Richland County, the median income defined hy $840100. For a
family of four, this corresponds to an Extremely Low Income limit of $24,300, a Very Low Income limit of 32,04
and a Moderate Income limit of $51,300. Table 5 illustrates {defined income limits for determining qualified
LMI household.

Table 6 - FY 2017 Income Limit Summary

FY 2017

. Median FY 2017 Income Persons in Family
Income Limit

Income Limit Categor'
Area o 1 z 3 4 5 6 7 8
Extremely Low
(30%) Income  $14,100 $16,240 $20,420 $24,600 $28,780 $32,960 $37,140 $41,320
Limits
Richland Count| $64,100 | Very Low (50%)
Income Limits
Low (80%) Income
Limits

$23,450 $26,800 $30,150 $33,500 $36,200 $38,900 $41,550 $44,250

$37,550 $42,900 $48,250 $53,600 $57,900 $62,200 $66,550 $70,800
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Following a major disaster, households who qualify as either low or moderate income are likely to have increag
difficulty securingfinancingfor necessaryepairs,replacingdamagedpersonalproperty, finding suitablerental
housingor payingfor temporaryhousingor relocationexpenses Assuch,RichlandCounty has worked to identify

ed

impacted areas with concentrations of Low and Moderate income households in order to prioritize assistance for

those with greatesheed.

Figure 3 below illustrate concentrations of LMI households in the County with associated damage estimate
provided by FEMA. It is evident that significant housing damages occurred in areas with concentrations of L
residents. In addition, through public outreach efforts, Rictl@ounty has determined that many residents did

[

Mi

not apply for FEMA assistance who live in areas with high concentrations of LMI households. As such, these

individuals are not captured through the availabéa or mapping. Richland County will continueidentify

residents of greatest need, including those with limited financial resources, and prioritize these homes for

assistance through the CDBRprogram.
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Figure 3 - HUD Designated U.S. Census Block Groups Low to Moderatacome Population & FEMA Verified Losses

Fairfield

Lexington -

Hopkins area:
$1,322,351.90 in FVL
(6.0% of total FVL)

{23 HUD Designated U.S.
Census Block Groups

, Low to Moderate

Income Population &
FEMA Verified Losses

Kershaw

Gadsden area:
$327,169.96 in FVL
(1.5% of total FVL)

Vi

@)

Legend
[_1 County Boundary River FEMA Verified Losses ($K)
:l Municipal Boundary Lake 0-500
me= |nterstate Low/Moderate % 500 - 1,500

US Route 0-25% B 1,500+
—— State Highway 25%-50% @ Target Properties
—— Railroad B >50%

0 25 5

Data Source:
SCGIS: Boundaries,
Transportation
Univ. SC: Lakes,
Rivers
FEMA: Losses

HUD: Block Groups

10
Miles
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Additional information related to impacts to Low and Moderate income households is providegtbigw of the
damage assessments for structures in the SFHA. According to this assessment, 38.1% (162 homes) of all h
damaged in the floodplain were within areas with greater than 51% LMI households. Of the damaged structur
in these areas, 132 weréngle Family homes and 30 were miiitmily homes. Damage to structures in these
areas of concentrated LMI households totaled $21,172,964.93, which accounts for 67% of the total damages
homes in the SFHA. Importantly, the percentage of total damagdeeiiSEHA that occurred in LMI areas (67%) is
disproportionate to the percentage of homes damaged in the SFHA that were in LMI areas (38.1%). This indic
that not only were many homes in predominantly LMI areas damaged, but they also underwent morewextens
damages than those in other areas. As a result, these households witisteng financial difficulties are likely

to have the greatest pressing need for assistance.

2.6.3 Baseline Housing Conditions and Housing Types Impacted

The 2014 ACS reported a totdl167,017 housing units in Richland County, of which 87.7% are occupied, resultin
in a vacancy rate of 12.3%. Of these units, 85,553 (58.4%) are -owogpied and 60,905 (41.6%) are renter
occupied.

The majority of housing units in the County areriit detached structures (64.6%), with the remainder divided
between multifamily structures (28.0%), mobile homes (4.8%), andilattached structures (2.6%). The median
value of homes in Richland County was estimated to be $149,200 in 2014. Table @gp@bdeakdown of

housing types for Richland County compared to the State of South Carolina. These figures assist in estimating
types of housing most likely to have been damaged during the disaster.

Table 7 z Housing Units by Type

Richland South Carolina
Housing Type Housing Units| Percent (%) | Housing Units | Percent (%)
1-unit, detached 107,876 64.60% 1,362,445 62.3%
1-unit, attached 4,282 2.60% 68,995 3.2%
2 units 4,426 2.70% 53,590 2.4%
3 or 4 units 8,391 5.00% 64,136 2.9%
5 to 9 units 11,753 7.00% 98,041 4.5%
10 to 19 units 8,173 4.90% 77,295 3.5%
20 or more units 14,056 8.40% 100,088 4.6%
Mobile home 7,984 4.80% 362,634 16.6%
Boat, RV, van 76 0.00% 1,034 0.0%
Totals 167,017 100% 2,188,258 100% \

Source: 2014 American Community Survey

pmes
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to
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The majority of the housing stock in Richland County is relatively modern with approximately 70% built after 1970.

The decade of largest housing construction occurred between 2000 and 2009, with 38,218 unitsup&dr@fo

2F (KS /2dzyieQa K2daAy3d ai201¢ ¢KS /2dzyide SELISNRSyC

1999, with each decade making up a similar percentage of theltotading stock. TabEprovides a summary of
housing stock age in Richland County compared to the State of South Carolina.
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Table 8 - Housing Units by Year Built
Richland South Carolina
Year Housing Units \ Percent (%) | Housing Unitsi Percent (%)

Built2010 or later 7,317 4.40% 62,099 2.8%
Built 2000 to 2009 38,218 22.90% 446,564 20.4%
Built 1990 to 1999 23,253 13.90% 427,477 19.5%
Built 1980 to 1989 22,158 13.30% 377,469 17.2%
Built 1970 to 1979 25,755 15.40% 346,117 15.8%
Built 1960 to 1969 21,392 12.80% 209,394 9.6%
Built 1950 to 1959 14,035 8.40% 152,937 7.0%
Built 1940 to 1949 7,060 4.20% 69,546 3.2%
Built 1939 or earlier 7,829 4.70% 96,655 4.4%
Total 167,017 100% 2,188,258 100%

Source: 2014 American Community Survey

Single family vs. multi -family vs. mobile

The flood event impacted homeowners, renters, and mobile home residents. Due to the prevalenaendf 1
RSGIFI OKSR aAy3atsS FrYAfe K2YSasxs gKAOK YIS dzLJ I LILING
that of the 10,05 homes with FEMA verified damages, 6,470 anail detached single family homes. In addition,

of the 425 homes in the floodplain that were damaged, 365 (85.9%) were single family homes, which furth
suggests that most home damage in the County is likehave occurred to single family homes.

The County has determined that mdiimily structures were also damaged. Of the 425 homes in the floodplain
that were damaged, 60 (14.1%) were miidtinily structures totaling nearly $10 million in estimated daemg

Mobile home owners were also impacted by the storm, as evidenced by the 892 mobile homes that register

D E )

er

ed

with FEMA and received a damage estimate. In addition, nearly 8,000 mobile homes are present throughout the

County. Because many residents did megister with FEMA, additional mobile homes are likely in need of
assistance.

Owner vs. Renter

FEMA registrations provide insight into the proportions of each occupancy type that were affected. Of the 10,0
homes with FEMA verified damages, 8,744 (8788t owner occupied and 1,269 (12.7%) were renter occupied.
According to these figures, the vast majority of damaged homes are likely owner occupied. However, as discug
previously, these figures account only for homes registered for FEMA assistande, aoidaccurately represent

the full universe of damaged homes.

Based on the 41.6% of housing units in the County that are rexttempied, it is likely that the true number of
renter occupied homes that were damaged exceeds the 1,269 renters who receigathage estimate from
Cga!® ! RRAGAZ2YIf NBYGSNI ySSRa I NB SELISOGSR 0680 dz
IHP actually received assistance. In addition, some of the 60-faniily units damaged in the floodplain were
likely owne-occupied condominiums, but it is also likely that some of these units were renter occupied, thu

representing additional potential unmet needs.

LMI households may face major challenges saving enough money for a down payment or being approved f¢
mortged S® | OO02 NRA Y 3 {2 -200%6 OBBG Cohsdlidated didn] theaunty maineed for additiona
affordable rental housing prior to the severe storm and flood events of 2015. When combined with this pre
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on low and moderate income residents looking for safe and affordable rental housing.

Public Housing, HUD-Assisted Housing and Housing for the Homeless

The Columbia Housing Authority (@Hs a local public agency created by State legislation in 1934 to provide
quality housing for low and moderate income families in the City of Columbia. The CHA expanded service
residents of unincorporated areas of Richland County in 1981. The CHAmdvmgintains more than 2,000 units

of conventional public housing, which are available to families of low and moderate incomes. Most of the

LINPLISNIASE FINB f20FGSR ySIN o6dza fAySazr aoOKz22faxz
condantly changing and includes a wide array of housing typsmall and large muliamily complexes,
duplexes, and singlfamily homes. Most of the single family homes are located throughout the unincorporated
areas of Richland County. The 107 employeesefAuthority provide the dayo-day operational support for

2,074 public housing households throughout the City and over 3,000 Section 8 participants living in private

accommodations. Working with the CHA, it was determined that 26 public andad&lfiechousing units were
damaged during the severe storms and flooding of October 2015.

Demand for public housing in Richland County continues to outpace the supply of public housing units. As of July

HAMHZI wA OKf I yYR6 COBGAZdnsdIDated RPlangatkd that 6,019 families were on the waiting list

for CHA public housing. There are 2,542 Section 8 voucher applicants on the waiting list. This number of applicants

translates to a tweto three-year wait. Figures from 2012 indicate that more than 96%etouseholds on the
CHA combined waiting list for both Section 8 and public housing are Akitanican, 9.9% are headed by an
elderly person, and 58.6% include children.

Richland County Community Development staff work closely with organizationsethes the needs of homeless
populations through existing programs and housing facilities. The County and City of Columbia have a number
programs that provide shelter and assistance to the homeless anidlkapopulations, many of which are vital

resour@s in response to natural hazardlated impacts. There are several programs and projects under way to

of

provide additional supportive housing, prevent homelessness, address emergency shelter needs and develop

transitional housing and supportive programs fmansitional housing. As a partner in the Midlands Area

Consortium for the Homeless (MACH), Richland County addresses the concerns of the continuum of care, which

involves emergency shelter, transitional housing and programs to assist in the areas ahpatrhousing and

independent living. Richland County will continue addressing the needs of the homeless by providing assistance

and referrals to local area homeless agencies and housing facilities including:

Family Shelter

Hannah House

Transitions

OliverGospel Mission

The Women's Shelter

Palmetto Place Children's Shelter

=A =4 =4 =4 =8 =9

4 AYRAOIFIGSR Ay aS80GA2y nHops GKS /2dzydeqa t26 I y|R

homelessness. In addition to ongoing support for existing housing for thechd Sa a4> ( KS -DR2 dz
housing programs outlined in this Action Plan areigiesd to prioritize low and moderate income applicants in
order to prevent homelessness.

<
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2.6.4 Housing Unmet Need Calculation

HUD defines unmet housing needs as the number of ingusnits with unmet needs times the estimated cost to

repair those units, less repair funds already provided. As a result of extensive community outreach and review of

available data, Richland County has estimated that a minimum of 4,000 homes remag@dnoh repair
representing approximatel$187,468,240 in unmet homeowner needi addition, it is estimated that 2,052
renters are likely to be in need of assistance, representing an unmet nekgj@f3,627

Assistance
Occupancy Damage/Need Received/Anticipated | _Unmet Need
Homeowners $259,980,800 $72,512,560.06 $187,468,239.94
Renters $10,969,992 $4,326,365 $ 6,643,627
Public Housing $256,000 $256,000 $0.00

Totals $271,206,792 $77,094,925.06 $194,111,866.94

County officials recognizeehrly in the process of identifying unmet needs that available FEMA, SBA, and NF|P

data each provided an important, but limited, perspective on damages and potential unmet needs. A key findi
of this planning process was that large numbers of impactedleess with remaining housing needs are not
captured by the available data. Many either did not register for FEMA assistance, registered but were deni
assistance, or received insufficient assistance to fully repair their homes. Others have experielaged de
damages due to prolonged soil and home saturation that occurred after the deadline for FEMA registration.

ng
ed

In

addition, it is clear from NFIP data that thousands of homes damaged were not covered by flood insurance.

Unfortunately, detailed SBA data veenot available during the development of this Action Plan, and only
aggregated total loan amounts were available.

Filling these gaps in the available data is a significant challenge. To help identify as many residents as possible|with

remaining recovemeeds, County officials conducted direct outreach to residents registered for FEMA assistance.
Without sufficient time or resources to contact all 13,506 homeowners who applied for assistance, the County

determined that the most accurate method for estintad the number of homes with remaining needs was to
utilize a sufficient sample size and then extrapolate the needs of the larger population.

Homeowner Calculation

As of July, 2016, Richland County officials had been able to contact 404 householdslish gh€EMA IHP

applicants to inquire about remaining housing damages and needs. Of the 404 households contacted, 159

(39.36%) indicated remaining damages and rebuild needs. To determine the total number of homes wi
remaining rebuild needs, the estimat&9.36% of FEMA applicants with remaining needs was applied to the tota

13,506 registered homeowners to extrapolate an estimate of 5,315 homes with rebuild needs. These figures,

however, included homes located within the boundaries of the City of Colymalfiich should be removed due

to the City receiving a separate allocation of CEB&Gfunds. Because the City of Columbia received a separate

allocation, Richland County believes that the greatest impact with the Richland County allocation can be achie
by serving Richland County residents, excluding City of Columbia.

The County determined that of the 5,315 homes with rebuild needs, an estimated 1,130 are located within the

City of Columbia, leaving a total of 4,185 homeowners in Richland County, otltsid&ty of Columbia, with
remaining rebuild needs. To account for the many homeowners whose homes were damaged during the flo

th

ed

od

but did not register with FEMA, Richland County has increased this figure by 10% for a total of 4,604 homes with
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estimated rebiid needs. Based on the damage assessment conducted for all structures in the SFHA, it is estimg
that 365 of these homes are in the floodplain and 4,239 are outside of the floodplain.

SBA damage assessments and loans are often used to estimate r@stsldor the purposes of calculating unmet
needs. However, as detailed SBA loan information was not available during the development of this Action PI
Richland County has calculated an average rebuild cost using information from local contractomsad his
determined to be the most accurate method due to the limitations of available data from damage assessment
Fa ¢Sttt a GKS O2ydNY Ol2Nna {y2¢ftSR3IS 2F | Oddzk £ f

To account for the unique conditions of homes locatethmn SFHA, Richland County estimated a rebuild cost of
$71,200 for homes located inside the SFHA and $55,200 for homes located outside of the SFHA. The additi
expense for rehabilitation inside the floodplain is based on the assumption that these heithé® elevated
above the Base Flood Elevation (BFE). These estimates are based on the following estimated costs:

General $2,700

Interior Rough Finish$31,400 (insulation, drywall, interior trim, cabinets, painting)

Interior Finish- $13,700 (flooringbath accessories, shelving, mirrors, door hardware, appliances, cleaning)
Exterior Finish $6,000 (siding, deck)

Site work- $1,400

Elevation (floodplain only)$16,000.

= =4 =4 =4 = =9

Utilizing the above figures, the total rebuild cost is estimated to be $259,98078@ total rebuild cost for homes
outside of the floodplain is estimated at $233,992,800 based upon an average rebuild estimate of $55,200 appl
to the estimate of 4,239 homes. The total rebuild estimate for homes inside of the floodplain is estiatated
$25,988,000 based upon an average rebuild estimate of $71,200 applied to the estimate of 365 homes.

ted

onal

ed

These rebuild estimates, however, represent recovery costs prior to traditional assistance from FEMA, NFIP, $BA,

and others. To account for assistancesatly received$72,512,560.06 in homeowner assistance was subtracted
from the total need of $259,980,800 to estimate a total unmet homeowner need of $187,468,239.94.

Renter Calculation

To determine potential unmet needs for renters the total number oftaémpplicants (6,622) was multiplied by
the estimated percentage with remaining needs (39.36%) to determine an estimate of 2,606 total renters in th
County with remaining needs. This figure includes renters residing in the City of Columbia, howewimikand

to the homeowner calculation, these should be subtracted from the total. Richland County estimates that
approximately 554 reside in the City of Columbia, leaving a total of 2,052 renters in the County, outside of the Ci

of Columbia, with remainmneeds. Importantly, many more renters may have remaining needs, as evidenced b
the 5,121 renters registered with FEMA who did not receive assistance.

Assuming rental assistance may be needed for up to 6 months, and utilizing the median rent for tiye €€oun
$891 per month (2014 ACS), the estimated need for rental assistance is $10,969,992 ($891/month x 6 month

e

S X

2052 renters). These rental estimates represent the recovery costs prior to traditional assistance from FEMA and

others. After subtractingthén >oHc Xocp AY NBydGlt FaaradlryOoS LINRY
unmet rental need was determined to be $6,643,627.

Richland CountyCDBGDR Action Plan 23
August 2016

AR




WD Cp
& %
&

) Unmet Need Assessment

o, N/
2> &
& cans,

Public Housing, HUD-Assisted Housing and Housing for the Homeless Needs

During the development of this Action Plan, Ricdl&ounty collaborated with CHA to determine any remaining
recovery needs of public housing and Had3isted housing. Working with the CHA, it was determined that 26
public and HUEssisted housing units were damaged during the severe storms and flooddwaifer 2015. As

a result of these damages, residents were forced to relocate to local shelters for approximately 2 to 3 weeks.
Utilizing $256,000 in funding from the State Insurance Reserve Fund, the Housing Authority was able to mobilize
quickly and repir all but two of the impacted units. According to the Housing Authority, one of the remaining two
units is scheduled to be repaired using the proceeds of pending flood insurance claims. The other unit wijth
remaining damages has been identified for buytiubugh a pending Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP)
application submitted by Richland County. Additional impacts to Public Housing property included damage |to
parking lots, hazardous material remediation needs, damage to a retaining wall, and sedooemulation. The
Housing Authority has pending requests for assistance from FEMA to meet these needs.

Based on information provided by the CHA, current funds are sufficient to make all necessary repairs to their
impacted housing units. Richland Countyl wontinue working with the Housing Authority to confirm the status
of pending funding requests. Should additional needs be identified, dIMBassistance may be made available
through an amendment to this Action Plan.

While funding has been secured take necessary repairs to CHA managed properties, need is critical in Richland
County for additional affordable housing and homeless prevention assistance. In discussions with the CHA,
Richland County confirmed that many residents are having significditutty finding affordable rental units in
the aftermath of the severe storms and flooding. CHA indicated that they have had to extend voucher deadlines
on numerous occasions as a result of recipients being unable to find adequate housing. Richlanda@ounty
continue to focus on the needs of LMI residents, and will prioritize assistance for these residents through the
housing programs outlined in this Action Plan.

As described in Section 2.5, Richland County hagexisting challenges related to homelasss and homeless
prevention. The severe damage to housing stock from the storms of October 2015 create additional challenges
for currently homeless populations and thoseratk of homelessness. Richland County will not be assisting
homelessness directithrough CDB@®R funding. Due to limited resources and results of the unmet needs
assessment, Richland County is prioritizing housing resources for the rehabilitation of single family homes and
small rental properties as outlined in Section 3.4. Richlanthtyowill continue to address homeless needs in the
County through support for existing homeless programs and homeless housing facilities. Additional informatipn
on these preexisting homeless assistance programs is provided in Section 4.4.

2.7 Public Infrastr ucture and Facilities

w»

tKAa aSO0iA2y RSaAaONROSAa WAOKflIYR /2dzyieQa ARSYUGATA
for calculating the total unmet need §46,132,611.50.

Assistance
Recovery Area Damage/Need Received/Anticipated Unmet Need
Infrastructure $52,800,594.43 $6,667,982.93 $46,132,611.50
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2.7.1 Public Infrastructure and Facility Impacts

Public infrastructure and facilities in Richland County were severely impacted by the October 2015 flooding. The
flooding event causedtream/river flooding, and overland flooding that resulted in blockage/loss of county
infrastructure at over 300 different sites, isolating emergency services, community services, and residences. Rgads
and bridges were eroded, rutted, and washed out duéldoding rendering them impassable for emergency and
public access. Approximately 50 roads were closed due to damage, 19 private dams failed, and 267 ropds
underwent varying levels of damage from flood waters and erosion. The historical flooding resudtedure of
36 state roads, over half of which(19) were located in Richland County. Initial damages included $2.7 million] in
damages to County roads and approximately $175,000 in damages to County facilities. Additional capital
improvement needs totaledpproximately $400,000.

In addition to the costs of repairs, the County also incurred the costs of conducting necessary emergency response
and recovery efforts. These services included provision of shelter for 247 individuals and distribution of 1,364
pallets of water and 39,000 meals for impacted residents. Additional response and subsequent recovery effofts
included emergency services, infrastructure and utility repairs, and debris removal, among others. In total, these
recovery activities resulted in methan $15 million in costs to Richland County. The cost of additional emergency
protective measures provided by departments such as local police, public works, and the Emergency Services
Deportment totaled over $1.5 million. The flooding from Hurricanggdiin also resulted in school and business
closings, which placed substantial strain on local resources and services. In addition, flooding and damage to
infrastructure severely inhibited travel and limited access to several parts of the County whilexinpgtely
30,000 people lost power across the State.

Following the severe flood events, Richland County conducted several key assessments of transportation, stprm
water, and public service facilities, to identify deficiencies exposed during the 2015dbwa|l as opportunities
for investments to improve resilience and better mitigate damages to public and private property during future
events. Through posiétorm hydraulic analysis and recovery planning, Richland County identified numerou
infrastructure recovery and resilience needs including improvements for undersized culverts and drainag
features. These assessments resulted in a series of priority projects including channel and detention area
improvements, culvert upgrades, bridge improvements, arbexied public facilities. In total, these needs were
estimated at approximately $48.8 million.

(-DU) D

2.7.2 Infrastructure Unmet Need Calculation

Due to the extreme impacts of this event, Richland County remains in great need of recovery and rebuilding
assistance to adtess unmet infrastructure and facility needs. While County departments, with support from
numerous organizations and volunteers, were successful in addressing many urgent and critical needs during|the
immediate aftermath of the disaster, substantial naethains. The estimated unmet infrastructure need is based
upon FEMA Public Assistance project worksheets, HMGP project applications, and-demamtsnentled

assessments and capital improvement plannimbe total estimated need in the County of $46,132650

consists of the local 25% match for pending HMGP infrastructure projects plus an estimated $45,243,236 in
identified public infrastructure and facility resilience projects.
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Table 9 - Public Infrastructure and Facility Unmet Needs
Assistance
Public Infrastructure or Facility Total Need Received/Anticipated Unmet Need
Local match for HMGP projects $7,557,358.43 $6,667,982.93 $889,375.50
Retrofit five (5) County owned detention $1,000,000.00 $0.00 $1,000,000.00
ponds
Assessment and rehab of County storm $3,500,000.00 $0.00 $3,500,000.00
drainage infrastructure
Inspect, design, and rehab two (2) existing $1,000,000.00 $0.00 $1,000,000.00
County owned bridges
Mapping and assessment of localized $2,250,000.00 $0.00 $2,250,000.00
flooding areas (outsid8FHA)
Water Quality units into existing storm $400,000.00 $0.00 $400,000.00
drainage system
New Stormwater Management office and  $1,050,000.00 $0.00 $1,050,000.00
facilities
Construction of new Emergency Operation: $36,043,236.00  $0.00 $36,043,236.00
Center

Totals $46,132,611.50

2.8 Economic Development

The total unmet economic need is estimated to be approximately $11,690,405.37. This figure is derived
subtracting a total available assistance of $24,523,55#di8 the total estimated impacts of $36,213,959.50.

Assistance
Recovery Area Damage/Need Received/Anticipated Unmet Need
Economic Development $36,213,959.50 $24,523,554.13 $11,690,405.37

The estimate of economic unmet needs is based upon severaldtaysources including SBA loans, agricultural
insurance data, pending HMGP applications, and public and stakeholder outreach. According to the best availa
data, numerous commercial structures were damaged throughout the County and were unable toeofwarat
weeks, months, or longer. Some businesses experienced direct damages, and others were impacted by dama
infrastructure preventing access by employees and customers. As less recovery assistance is typically availab
businesses than homes, mabysinesses were slow to recover, which resulted in lost jobs and tax revenues, an
commercial vacancies.

The severe extent of flooding resulted in impacts on many types of businesses both inside and outside of 1
floodplain. According to information pradeéd by the SBA, approximately $27.6 million in damages occurred to
businesses in Richland County. Further estimates of damages are provided by the SFHA Damage Assess
which found that 52 nosresidential structures in the floodplain underwent damagesliog approximately $13.2

million. Of these 52 nornesidential structures, 20 were located within areas that have high concentrations of LM
households representing a total damage of $9,019,568.08. Damaged businesses in these areas may repre

able

1ged
e for

he

ment

sent

additiond recovery challenges, as business owners in these areas may be less able to secure recovery assistance.
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However, these figures do not capture the total economic impact because the SBA figures only include those W
applied for loans, and the SFHA damaggneates do not include businesses outside of the floodplain. Additional
economic impacts were assessed through the HMGP planning process, which identified 15 commercial structu
for voluntary buyout.

In addition to direct damages to commercial structsirenany residents lost their jobs either temporarily or
permanently as a result of the disaster. A review of Disaster Unemployment Assistance for Richland County rev
that $82,869 has been paid to date to Richland County residents. While this cortiajetis were indeed lost

due to the storm, it is difficult to determine the true impact or remaining need for unemployment, as not all those

affected applied for or received Disaster Unemployment assistance. Richland County will continue collecting &
evaluating the best available data to further refine this assessment.

WAOKE YR [/ 2dzydeQa | INROdz G dzNT f AYRdzaGNR Sa 6SNB
insurance data, a total of $4,813,047 in insurance proceeds and deductiblesdrapriovided to date. In addition,

vho
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ind

the State of South Carolina has announced the availability of $40 million in assistance to help address agricultural

AYLI OGa GKNRdAZAK2dzi GKS {GFrdSo . FaSR 2y (K Sgriodtrald |
needs will be met through these two sources of assistance. However, Richland Countyevalluate this need

as the recovery process continues and will consider whether additional need can be met with the existing CDBG

DR allocation. If theaed is identified and funds are available, this Action Plan may be amended to address that

need.

Table 10 provides a breakdown of the top industries in Richland County. Based on this information it is expected

that the majority of damages to fgurofit busnesses occurred in the retail and arts, entertainment, recreation,
and accommodation and food services industries.

Table 10 Top Industries by Employment in Richland County

Industry Employment Percent (%)
Agriculture, forestryfishing and hunting, and mining 1,406 0.70%
Construction 7,425 3.90%
Manufacturing 11,570 6.10%
Wholesale trade 5,119 2.70%
Retail trade 23,462 12.30%
Transportation and warehousing, and utilities 7,628 4.00%
Information 4,846 2.50%
Finance andhsurance, and real estate and rental and 14,405 7.50%
leasing
Professional, scientific, and management, and 18,512 9.70%
administrative and waste management services
Educational services, and health care and social assistar 49,430 25.90%
Arts, entertainment, recreation, and accommodation and 20,157 10.50%
food services
Other services, except public administration 9,588 5.00%
Public administration 17,541 9.20%
Total 191,089 100%

Source: 2014 American Community Survey
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2.8.1 Public and Stakeholder Engagement

5ANBOG 2dziNBFOK G2 AYLI OGSR NBaARSyida |yR odzaAyS|a

assessment. Where available, the County placed the highest importance on information gathered from the pub
through public meetings, stakolder meetings, and direct outreach. Richland County gathered and analyzed larg
guantities of data used to help shape the priorities in this plan; however, the County believed it most importar
to verify quantitative and statistical data with direct f#@ack from the public. To gather this information, the
County employed a variety of outreach methods including public meetings, stakeholder meetings, direct outrea|
to FEMA registrants, and collaboration with VOADs and othetpmofit groups, among othex. Input from these

STT2Nla RANBOGE& AYLI OGSR GKS OIF £ Odzf FGA2ya 2DBR dzy

funding.

Public Meetings Summary

Richland County conducted 10 public outreach meetings between June 29 and July 14, 2016thBseng
meetings, the County presented an overview of the CIDERFrogram and provided attendees with information
regarding eligible uses of funding, projected timelines, and the Action Plan process. Most importantly, the major
of time during each meetmwas set aside as an open forum to gather feedback from the public on a variety g
topics including damages and impacts from the storm, remaining needs, and ideas for potential programs &
projects, among others. This format also allowed impacted ressderask questions about the CDB® program

ty
f
nd

and to better understand how it may be able to provide them assistance. During these meetings, Richland County

also invited case managers from the Hearts and Hands organization to connect residents in nesttlitichal
resources.

Comment forms were collected from each public meeting and carefully reviewed by County staff to determin

e

the breadth of specific needs of residents and to aggregate feedback into categories. Through this process fthe

County received 14 total responses grouped into the following categories of requests or needs:

Housing (rehab, rebuild, buyout, rental assistance) 93 (48.7%)
Infrastructure (roads, bridges, drainage) 44 (23%)
Economic Development (business rehab, loans, worddpital) 15 (7.9%)
Emergency Service (police, Emergency Medical Services [EMS], shelt 6 (3.1%)
Public Facilities 3 (1.6%)
Planning (studies, assessments, plans) 1 (<1%)
Public outreach 1 (<1%)
Other 5 (4%)

Table 1 lists the schedule of public meetings conducted during the development of this Action Plan.
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Table 11 z CDBGDR Public Meeting Schedule
Wednesday, June Thursday, Tuesday, Wednesday, Thursday,

29 June 30 July 12 July 13 July 14
Trenholm Park North Springs Park Richland County Eastover Park Richland County
3900 Covenant Rd Community Center Sheriff Department 1031 Main St Administration
Columbia, SC 1320 Clemson Rd  Region 1Substation  Eastover, SC 29044 Building
29204 Columbia, SC 2922 2615 LoweRichland 2020 Hampton St

Blvd. ColumbigSC Columbia, SC
29061 29204
Ballentine St. Andrews Park  Crane Creek Parklane Road Adult Gadsden Park
Community Center 920 Beatty Rd, Gymnasium Activity Center Community Center
1009 Bickley Rd, Columbia, SC 2921 7405B Fairfield Rd, 7494 Parklane Rd, 1668 S. Goodwin
Irmo, SC 29063 Columbia, SC 29203 Columbia, SC 29223 Circle, Gadsden, S
29052

Stakeholder Engagement Summary

In addition to public meetings, Richland County atemducted meetings with key stakeholders groups that
represented a crossection of the entities in the County. The purpose of these interviews was to continue
gathering as much information as possible to help identify recovery needs, and to discusg effoda and
potential recovery programs and projects. Between July 18 and July 22 of 2016, County officials conducted f
meetings with representatives of ngurofit organizations, civil organizations, school districts, minority
organizations, and sodiaervices, among many others. The complete meeting schedule is as follows:

T July 18th¢ Voluntary Organizations Active in Disasters
A United Way of the Midlands 1800 Main St, Columbia, SC 29201
9 July 19thg Civil Organizations, NeRrofits, Richland Distiid, 2, and Lexington/Richland District
1 5 schools
A Greater Columbia Community Relations Coun®B0 Richland St, Columbia, SC 29201
T July 22nd; MACH/Homeless Agencies/Veterans
A Columbia Housing AuthorityCecil Tillis Center2111 Simpkins Ln, Columb®&C 29204
1 July 22nd Richland County Business Community

A Council Chambers Combined Business Webinar and Live Audien2620 Hampton StreetColumbia,
SC 29204 2nd Floor, Administration Building.

Between January and June, 2017, the County hosted 2@idodi public outreach sessions attended by
approximately 200 residents; press releases were sent local media organizations and interviews were conduc
by several television and radio stations; a notice of the initial public information meeting waslpmstBwitter,

Facebook and YouTube; program information was posted on the Richland Weekly. Several orchestrated
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detailed steps were taken to ensure maximized outreach potential. In addition, several partnerships we
encouraged and exercised:

Overall,several community meetings were held from January 20duhe 2017. Six Public Outreach Meetings to
inform citizens of proper application completion were held in various locations throughout the County betwee
May 1st and May 11th. County Intake Centersrevestablished during the May 15une 15th intake period
throughout the County as well. A total of 600 applications were anticipated by May 18th. However, less 2(
applications were submitted within the first 3 days. One last set of application meetieigsheld in June prior

to the June 15th deadline. The final step along with a-tpronged approach assisted Richland County to meet
its goal: Direct Doeto-Door Home Visits and Direct Residential Phone Calls.

For the additional $7.254M within this newlstantial amendment, the same strategies were adopted. While not
required, the County took further steps and hosted two (2) public hearings for public input and comment. Plea
see Section 7 for any comments received. This Substantial Amendment (#1) Caoivilment Period was

advertised from October 2, 2017 to October 16, 2017. Richland County Council adopted these modifications dufi

DO

ing

the October 17, 2017 Council meeting. The County did not receive any comments pertaining to these notifications.

County Methodology for Project Selection for New Allocation

Approximately $10M of original allocation was budgeted for single family households, inclusive of stick bui
mobile homes and rental rehab. The other projects were earmarked for commercial smaller buesikss
infrastructure needs along with Planning and 5% Administration.

CDB@R Applications were taken during the open window of Mayue 15, 2017. There are an additional 27
applicants who have expressed interest and provided applicants after the ded#ddihcould be processed during

the new open enroliment with the additional $7.254M. In order to permit the processing of new applicants ang

those who submitted after the initial allocation SFHRP intake deadline date, the County intends to open anoth
30day intake period for the SFHRP.

It,

er

The application submissions would work similar to the existing streamlined prioritization process using the same

gualifiers. While the County does not expect a low outcome, in the event this method did not yield thatmpusic

to support the substantiated breakdown of funding for housing project, the County would incorporate anothef
amendment to reassess and redirect the funding to meet the goals of HUD and the needs of Richland citizens|

As 0of 9/28/17, the below reflect§ KS / 2 dzy i@ Qa a il G-DRadéata OF £ | LILIX A OF GA 2
9 All 575 applicants have been notified of their status in the flood recovery program

1 Contacts have been made to all 192 1A1 and 1A2 applicants

9 171 completed initial consultations by the case manager withapplicants providing verification

9 55 verified applications

1 Processed ranking of twelve (12) 1A1 applications, tweetyen (27) 1A2 applications, and sixteen (16) 1A3

applications
9 Total of 101 completed construction walks with Cost Estimators/Inspectors
9 86 Tier Il Field Inspections Completed

The need for housing was great and thus, the County budgeted approximately 60% of the original $23

LINEINI YYFGAO FEt20FGA2y (G2 12dAAYIP WAOKELFYR / 2dzf s

structured a major housing program to cover four (4) housing needs:
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1 Single Family Own&dccupied Rehabilitation

1 Mobile Home Unit Replacement

M Small Rental Rehabilitation

1 Buy Out Program in tanderHazard Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP) Match 25% CDB@® 756 FEMA

With the requests for assistance, the predominance of need still resides within the-Bargity OwnerOccupied
Rehabilitation section of the program.

To that end, Richland County requests to budget 95% or $6,891,300 of the $7.254M to addresa¢héousing
needs from the qualifying 2015 disaster. This would be under the funds allocation found under the Federal
Register for FY 2016 and 2017 CEBGAppropriations under Public Law 135

2.9 Summary of Completed and Ongoing Recovery Efforts
This seton summarizes completed and ongoing recovery efforts during and following the severe storms and
flooding of October 2015. These efforts include recovery work conducted by Richland County, federal and state
organizations, and neprofit and other local aganizations.

2.9.1 Completed and Ongoing Recovery Efforts

In the wake of extreme public safety risks and damages in October 2015, the County has worked in partnerghip
with numerous organizations to begin addressing recovery needs throughout the Countystibhetstial efforts
have included emergency response, sheltering, setup and management of a recovery operations center, provigion
of essential household goods and supplies, debris management, infrastructure repair, housing assistance, and
private well digifection, among many others.

Dedicated and effective emergency response, including activation of the County Emergency Operations Center
(EOCQ), led to an immediate and coordinated effort to address the diversity of needs arising from the severe stgrm
eventt YR | 3a20A1 GSR Ft22RAYy3Id Ly NBalLkRyasS G2 GKAa |ad
October 4th and did not formally cease recovery functions until October 19th. During the first week of the storm
event, the EOC focused on rescue and aation efforts, and provision of emergency sheltering services for
impacted residents. The EOC also provided additional services to the citizens of Richland County including
provision of food and water, traffic management, debris clearing, and aerial naigsance of dams, among
others.

The severe storms resulted in flood inundation and damage to businesses and homes, as well as flood and eragsion
damage to infrastructure, natural resources, public facilities, and other structures. By October 9th, thg Count
was conducting inspections of damaged infrastructure and utility assets, and beginning preliminary road
restoration activities to restore mobility and functionality within the County. Following the extensive damage to
public and private roads and bridgdRichland County Department of Public Works (DPW) recognized the urgency
of the situation and implemented a strategy to conduct as many repairs as possible. By working extended hours
and weekends, DPW managed to repair 249 Coumtgintained roads. The lted States National Guard
subsequently completed repairs on 15 additional roads.

As emergency response transitioned to shi@tm recovery, requests for sheltering, food, and water began to
decline. However, other requests for well testing, road and peivafrastructure restorations, and housing

assistance began to surge. Over the following weeks and months, Richland County continued to maximize all
available resources to address immediate public health and safety needs of residents while plannind) for an
managing the transition from sheterm recovery to intermediate and loAgrm recovery and resilience. Richland
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County DPW received 260 repair requests for private roads and driveways from residents throughout the Cour
and completed all of these reua i SR NBLI ANE Ay I O02NRIYyOS 6AGK
Maintenance Ordinance.

The heavy rain and flood waters also resulted in contamination of hundreds of private wells. During the recove
effort, Richland County completed disinfection sees at 362 private wells containing Coliform/E. Coli
contamination.

Current CDBE®R Recovery Efforts

¢tKS /2dzyieQa {Ay3ItS ClLYAfe |1 2daAy3d wSKFIOATAGF (A2

y
advertised 3@day intake period: May 15, 2012t WdzyS MpZI HAMT ® ¢KS / 2dzyien
e

lry

QX

applications and the county neared its mark by receiving a total of 575 applications during this intake phase.

During the eligibility review process 74 applicants have been found to be ineligidgdalue to items such as
location being either the City of Columbia or Lexington County or withdrawraddition, a prioritization was
completed using qualifiers such as very low income; disabled house member; eldettygéening conditions,

etc.t KAA LINPRdAzZOSR I NIylAy3a ao0FtS 2F L! mQa M2 olQamQa

As of 8/30/17, the below reflected the single family housing intake status:

(G-
CDBG-DR SFR Intake Status [@]

" oorty | Sk buit | abievome | Tora
1Al 31 9 40

1A2 89 41 130
1A3 97 26 123
1a4 25 6 31
1AS 17 5 22
1A6 21 2 23
1A7 8 3 11
1B 19 4 23
1C 19 3 22
2 73 3 76
Ineligible 74 575
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SECTION SRECOVERY PROGRAMS EBNPROJECTS

3.1 Recovery Goals

¢ KS O2 Y YmArkhing lfazard mitigation goals provide the foundation for identifying and implementing
appropriate recovery programs. The series of goals presented in this Action Plan have been developed to ref
community values, existing conditions, identifiedhtiges, and vulnerabilities. Richland County established the
following goals to guide development of the CBBR Action Plan:

ect

1 Goal:Address the unique recovery needs and challenges of all residents of Richland County so that no one

GFFffa GKNRzZK GKS ONI O &

Goal:Provide safe housing for all residents.

Goal:Achieve a comprehensive understanding of the root causes of flooding in Richland County.
Goal:Position the County to better prepare for, respond to, and minimize impacts of future flood events.
Goal: Ensure continuity of operations and the provision of essential services before, during, and after
disaster or hazardous event.

Goal:Provide tailored solutions that are most appropriate for urban, rural, and all areas of the County.
Goal:Achieve postlood economic revitalization and loigrm economic health.

Goal:Address restoration of critical infrastructure. This includes schools but is not limited to schools.
Goal:Ensure the Action Plan goals are consistent with other adopted planning documents.
Goal:Provide accountability through financial oversight.

=A =4 =4 =4

=A =4 =4 =4 =4

3.2 Basis for Funding Allocations

This section describes how the findings of the unmet needs assessment informed development of recovery
LINEANF Y& YR GKS ff 20l A2 yanaygiFindEaley iinef deed inel réefcore/ R/
recovery categories of housing, infrastructure, and economic development. Through this analysis, Richland County

determined that the largest recovery need is for housing assistance followed by infraséractdithen economic
development. Richland County will also allocate funding for program administration and planning.

The need for single family housing rehabilitation was identified as the largest category of unmet needs in t

County. To reflect these filings, this initial Action Plan allocates the largest portion of funding to assist impacted

homeowners and renters through single family owsesecupied housing rehabilitation, small rental housing
rehabilitation, and voluntary buyout. In this initial Acti®lan Richland County has not allocated funding for multi
family housing through its CDHIR programs due to the extensive need of sifighaily homes, which far
outweighs the available funding. In particular, the prevalence4imit single family hom#e 6 1 &> 2 F 0 K

ne

S

housing stock), and the fact that 85.9% of damaged homes in the floodplain were single family homes, Richland

County has determined a need to focus its limited CIDBCGhousing resources towards assistance for these types
ofhomes. It RRAGAZ2Y I (KS /2dzyie2Qad LINRLI2ASR K2dzAy3d LINEP
0 KS /| 2 dzgxistgadfordaieBousing shortagélVhile the County originally included a program to assist
small residential rental units, once imphentation took place it was discovered that there was no longer enough
interest or need from local rental property owners to effectively continue the program. Since there was no loc
interest or participation in the program it was decided to eliminate firogram and merge the funds into the
owner-occupied rehabilitation program which still had a substantial number of interested participants on it
waiting list.
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While the largest unmet needs identified were for housing assistance, the County recogeizegptitance of
holistic recovery and has also allocated CHBGfunding to address the identified needs for public infrastructure

and facility improvements, as well as assistance for impacted local businesses. Richland County believes [that

focusing recovey efforts too strongly in only one area would neglect the interconnected nature of the community.
For example, failing to address necessary infrastructure repairs or implement resilience improvements can lead
to even greater housing and economic damagesrd) future storms. Likewise, failing to address pdistster

§02y2YAO NBO20SNE ySSRa OFy KIF@S AAIYATFAOLYG 1 a(iiy

maintain safe homes, and pay for essential goods and services. In additionpaineineconomy can lead to

substantial tax losses and hinder provision of necessary public services. To help address these needs, Richland

County has allocated funding to support both public infrastructure projects and business assistance.

Richland Countizas also allocated funding for Program Administration and Resiliency Planning which are eligible

activities as defined by 24 CFR 570.206 and 24CFR 570.205 respectively. Program administration may fund the

necessary costs of setting up and managing the GDB@ecovery programs including, but not limited to,-pre
award program development activities, general program oversight, compliance monitoring, performance tracking,
management of the Disaster Recovery Grant Reporting system, production of quarterlisreysonell as general

administration. Funding allocated for Resiliency Planning will be available to fund studies, analyses and additignal

planning efforts that either support the design and implementation of CDBGprograms and/or establish
additional ecovery and resilience strategies, plans and initiatives. Resilience planning activities may also include
reimbursement for otherwise allowable costs of recovery plans and studies that were incurred on or after the
incident date of the covered disaster.

Pre-award and Pre -agreement Cost Reimbursement

The County intends to seek reimbursement for the costs of eligiblapweed and preagreement activities. These
tasks were conducted in anticipation of the award and in preparation for standing up multipketisacovery
programs. These costs will be split appropriately between program administration costs, planning and activity
delivery costs. Richland County will be seeking reimbursement for the followingwaed and preagreement
activities:

IntermediateRecovery Plan: $36,000

CDB@R Action Plan Development: : $78,157.90

Risk Analysis Development: $69,733.00

CDB@R Action Plan Translation services: $10,469.62
Disaster Recovery Grant Reporting Training: $1,032.27
CDB@R Program Design: $4,000.00

Envirommental Reviews: $3,670.00

CDB@R Program Setup and Administration: $200,000

=A =4 =4 =4 =4 =8 -8 =9

CDBGDR Budget Summary

Richland County intends to utilize CDBR funding to support multiple recovery programs that will complement
one another and lead to greater communityide recovery and future resilience. Table 11 below summarizes the
proposed allocation of CDEGR funding for Richland County to address the unmet needs described in Section 2.
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Table 12 z CDBGDR Budget Summary

Use ofFunds

Single Family

Residential
Buyout Match

Ilnfrastructur
HMGP Local
Match

Publig
Infrastructure
Resilienc
Economic
Development
HMPG
Commercia
Buyout Matc
Business
Assistance
Recovery an
Resilienc
Planning
CDBGDR
Progral
Administratio

Housmg Rehab 18 297
= a $2. 000

Allocation

2017 2018

Expenditure Schedule

2019

C
ctivities $20,732,300.0 7 484,435, 7‘13 247 §4.2

$5,804,435.76

O
0

300
000-

1,680,000

2,435,000.00

$3,000,000.0

$889,375.50

$1+416:220-19
$2,000,000.00 o

942,279.37

/]

$1,057,720.63 $302;801-13

$764,134.05 $1,397,296.9
$1,537,000-60 $32,231-70 $270.232.11

$3,500,000.0

12 492 &4. 24

$755,000

$528,860.31

$528,860.31

$1.863.06
13385689

$329,960-52

2020 2021 2022

$37,057.31

$226,059-18
528,860.32

$1,500,00 $1,375,00

$444,687.72  $407,630.47

$226,059-18
528,860.32

$329;960-52 $329,960-52 $329,960.52

b 0

30,770,00 796,365.7310,094,244.2

15,445,54.04

0 / A

983,820.8 1,829,960.51,620,354.6
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Table 13 - Total CDBGDRAllocation Funding Summary

oND BUDGET 3RD BUDGET TOTAL
APPROVED ACTION PLA TOTAL BUDGET INITIAL BUDGET ALLOCATION NUMBER OF

PROGRAM ALLOCATION ALLOCATION ALLOCATION (PROPOSED) IMPACTED

PROPERTIE

Administration (5% $1,537,70

Planning (15%) $3,500,000 $3,500,000 0 0

Single Family Own 511,617.70
IOccupied Progra- / $7,620,75 $3,996,95
HMGP Matchg
Homeowner Buyout m $1,680,000 0 $755,000 22%
Program 0 2
$942,279.3
Small Rental Repair $2,000,600 28
Program 0.0 $2,000,000 0 ($2,000,000) »

Mobile Home
IRepIacement Unit $5,434,596.0

Infrastructure $3,000,000 $3,000,000 0

Small Busineséssistanc $1 057 720.6 $1.057.720.6

ol o
2

$30,770,000.0 $23,516,000.0 $7,254,000.0

Figure 4 summarizes the CDB& budget by percentage.
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Figure 4 z Initial CDBGDR Budget Summary byPercentage
Figure 5z Current Total CDBGDR Budget Summary by Percentage
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